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San Francisco, CA 94131

Staff Contact: Chris Townes — (415) 575-9195
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Recommendation: ~ Approval with Conditions

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project includes the demolition of an existing two-story, 750 square foot, single family home with one-
car garage and the construction of a new four-story, 6,459 square foot, two-dwelling unit building up to
approximately 40-feet in height with two off-street parking spaces and two Class 1 bicycle parking spaces.
The project would also front and rear decks at the fourth floor and a 342 square foot roof deck.

DEMOLITION APPLICATION NEW BUILDING APPLICATION
Demolition Case 2008.0023 New Building Case 2008.0023;
Number Number 2008.0023CUA
Demolition Applicati New Buildi

CMOTHON APPUCANON 1| 2018.0326.4612 ew W mg 2018.0326.4615
Number Application Number
Nu.mber Of Existing 1 Number Of New Units | 2
Units
Existing Parking 1 New Parking 2
Number Of Existing Number Of New

3 8

Bedrooms Bedrooms
Existing Building Area | £750 Sq. Ft. New Building Area 16,459 Sq. Ft.
Public DR Also Filed? No Public DR Also Filed? No
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REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

In order for the Project to proceed, the Commission must grant a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant
to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to allow the demolition of an existing two-story, 750 square foot,
single family home with one-car garage and the construction of a new four-story, 6,459 square foot, two-
dwelling unit building up to approximately 40-feet in height with two off-street parking spaces and two
Class 1 bicycle parking spaces.

ISSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

* Pursuant to Planning Code 317 (c), “where an application for a permit that would result in the loss
of one or more Residential Units is required to obtain Conditional Use Authorization by other
sections of this Code, the application for a replacement building or alteration permit shall also be
subject to Conditional Use requirements.” This report includes findings for a Conditional Use
Authorization in addition to Demolition Criteria established in Planning Code Section 317.

*  Whether to allow the replacement of an existing two-story, 750 square foot, three-bedroom single
family residence with a new four-story, 6,459 square foot, two-dwelling unit building containing
four-bedrooms per unit for a total of eight bedroom:s.

* The subject property contains a single-family home and is located within the RH-2 Zoning District.
The RH-2 zone allows two units as-of-right. Therefore, the proposed development would
maximize the residential density pursuant to the underlying RH-2 zoning.

* Public Comment. To date, the Department has received 8 letters of opposition, no letters of
support. The letters of opposition are consistent in their concerns pertaining to the project’s height,
scale and facade. With regard to height, the comments cite that a 3-story building, rather than the
proposed 4-story project, would be more compatible with the neighborhood. With regard to scale,
the comments cite that the area of proposed project is too big and out of scale with the surrounding
neighborhood. With regard to the facade, comments cite concerns with the quality of the material
palate being out of character with the neighborhood.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 and 3
categorical exemption [State CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(1) and 15303(b)].

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Department finds that the Project is, on balance, consistent with the Planning Code, the Residential
Design Guidelines and the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan as follows:
- The Project is located within the RH-2 Zoning District in which residential use, as proposed, is
principally-permitted.
- This District is intended to accommodate a greater density than what currently exists on-site. The
Project will result in a net gain of one dwelling unit by replacing a single family home with two
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dwelling units; thereby, maximizing the permitted density pursuant to the underlying RH-2
Zoning District. The Project, is therefore, an approriate in-fill development.

- The Project will promote the establishment of family housing in close proximity to mass transit by
creating two family-sized dwelling units (four bedrooms per unit) upon a property located within
1.3 miles of two separate BART stations (24th Street Mission and Glen Park BART Stations).

- The Project will increase the number of bedrooms on-site from three to eight total.

- The Project will remove an unsound, vacant dwelling unit.

- The Project will not displace any existing tenants.

- Given the scale of the Project, it is not anticipated that there will be any unusual negative impacts
upon the existing capacity of the local street system or MUNL

- Although the existing building is more than 50-years old, a review of the Historic Resource
Evaluation resulted in a determination that the existing building is not a historic resource or
landmark.

- The Project meets all applicable requirements of the Planning Code.

ATTACHMENTS:

Draft Motion — Conditional Use Authorization with Conditions of Approval
Plans and Renderings

Environmental Determination

Land Use Data

Maps and Context Photos

Project Sponsor Brief

Soundness Report
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Planning Commission Draft Motion No. XXXXX

HEARING DATE: AUGUST 29, 2019

Record No.: 2008.0023CUA

Project Address: 461 29t STREET

Zoning: RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 6631/033

EE Weiss Architects, Earle Weiss
21 Corte Madera Avenue, #4
Mill Valley, CA 94941

Project Sponsor:

Property Owner: ~ Tom McGrath
1700 Diamond Street
San Francisco, CA 94131
Staff Contact: Chris Townes — (415) 575-6914

chris.townes@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 303 AND 317 TO DEMOLISH A
TWO-STORY, 750 SQUARE FOOT, SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING AND TO CONSTRUCT A NEW
FOUR-STORY, 40-FOOT TALL, 6,459 SQUARE FOOT, TWO-DWELLING UNIT BUILDING WITH
TWO OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES, AND TWO CLASS 1 BICYCLE PARKING SPACES
LOCATED AT 461 29t STREET, LOT 033 IN ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 6631, WITHIN THE RH-2
(RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, TWO FAMILY) ZONING DISTRICT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK
DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY ACT.

PREAMBLE

On April 4, 2008, the Project was determined to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) under Class 1 and Class 3 Categorical Exemptions under CEQA as described in the
determination (ref: 2008.0023E) contained in the Planning Department files for this Project.

On April 1, 2019, Earle Weiss of Earle Weiss Architects (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed Application
No. 2008.0023CUA (hereinafter “Application”) with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”)
for a Conditional Use Authorization to demolish an existing two-story, 750 square foot, single family
home with one-car garage and to construct a new four-story, 6,459 square foot, two-dwelling unit
building up to approximately 40-feet in height with two off-street parking spaces and two Class 1 bicycle
parking spaces (hereinafter “Project”) at 461 29t Street, Block 3639 Lots 006, 007 and 024 (hereinafter
“Project Site”).

The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the custodian of records; the File for Record No.
2008.0023CUA is located at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California.

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
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On August 29, 2019, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Authorization
Application No. 2008.0023CUA.

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department
staff, and other interested parties.

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use Authorization as requested in
Application No. 2008.0023CUA, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based
on the following findings:

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission.

2. Project Description. The Project includes the demolition of an existing two-story, 750 square foot,
single family home with one-car garage and the construction of a new four-story, 6,459 square
foot, two-dwelling unit building up to approximately 40-feet in height with two off-street
parking spaces and two Class 1 bicycle parking spaces. The project would also front and rear
decks at the fourth floor and a 342 square foot roof deck.

3. Site Description and Present Use. The subject property is located on the south side of 29t Street
between Noe Street and Sanchez Street, Lot 033 in Assessor’s Block 6631. The subject property is
a rectangular-shaped, that measures 25 feet in width by 114 feet in length and occupies 2,848
square feet. The lot is downsloping and currently contains a two-story, 750 square foot, single-
family home with a one-car garage. The existing single family home is vacant.

4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The subject property is located within the RH-2
(Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District. The surrounding neighborhood consists
predominantly of two- to three-story single- and multi-family residential buildings. There is also
a five-story apartment building located at the corner of 29% Street and Noe Street. The subject
property is located within one block of the Upper Noe Recreation Center and within two blocks
of Billy Goat Hill and Walter Hass Playground open spaces. The subject property is located
equidistant from two separate BART stations, the Glen Park BART stationa and the 24t Street
Mission BART station approximately 1.3 miles away.

5. Public Comment. To date, the Department has received 8 letters of opposition, no letters of
support. The letters of opposition are consistent in their concerns pertaining to the project’s
height, scale and facade. With regard to height, the comments cite that a 3-story building, rather
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than the proposed 4-story project, would be more compatible with the neighborhood. With

regard to scale, the comments cite that the area of proposed project is too big and out of scale

with the surrounding neighborhood. With regard to the facade, comments cite concerns with the

quality of the material palate being out of character with the neighborhood.

6. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the

relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner:

A. Residential Demolition - Planning Code (P.C.) Section 317. Pursuant to P.C. Section 317,

SAN FRANCISCO

Conditional Use Authorization is required for applications proposing residential demolition
and the Commission shall consider the replacement structure as part of its decision on the
Conditional Use Authorization. This Code section establishes a list of criteria that delineate
the relevant General Plan Policies and Objectives.

As the Project requires Conditional Use Authorization per the requirements of Section 317, the
additional criteria specified under Section 317 have been incorporated as findings below. See item 8.

Front Setback. Planning Code Section 132 states that the minimum front setback shall be
based on the average of adjacent properties or a legislated setback.

The average front setback of the two adjacent buildings is 1’-7". The Project proposes a 1’-7” setback;
therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Section 132.

Rear Yard. In RH-2 Districts, Planning Code Section 134 requires a rear yard measuring 45%
of the total depth generally; however, the required rear yard may be reduced based on the
average of the two adjacent properties (but not less than 25% of the lot depth). If a rear yard
reduction is sought based on averaging, the last 10 feet of building height shall not exceed a
height of 30 feet. Based on the alternative method of averaging, the reduction based on
averaging may alternatively be averaged in an irregular manner as established in Planning
Code Section 134.

The Project proposes a 40’-4” rear yard setback based on the average setback of the two adjacent
properties (while maintaining at least 25% of the lot depth or 28.5 feet) and also utilizes the alternative
method of averaging pursuant to Planning Code Section 134.. Additionally, the last 10 feet of building
depth does not exceed 30 feet in height. Therefore, the project complies with the rear yard requirement
of Planning Code Section 134.

Usable Open Space. Planning Code Section 135 requires 125 square feet of usable open space
for each dwelling unit if all private, or 166 square feet of common usable open space.

The Project provides access to the rear yard area for the lower-level dwelling unit, and access to private
roof deck for the upper-level unit. The private open space areas for all units exceed the 100 square foot
required; therefore, the Project provides Code-compliant open space for all dwelling units.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3
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E. Dwelling Unit Exposure. Planning Code Section 140 requires that at least one room for all
dwelling units face onto a public street or public alley, at least 30 feet in width, a side yard at
least 25 feet in width, a rear yard meeting the requirements of the Code or other open area
that meets minimum requirements for area and horizontal dimensions.

Both units have direct exposure to 29" Street which possess a qualifying width and to a Code-
compliant rear yard; therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Section 140.

F. Off-Street Parking. Planning Code Section 151 requires one parking space for each dwelling
unit, and allows a maximum of three spaces when two are required.

The proposed two-dwelling unit Project proposes two off-street parking spaces; and therefore, complies
with Planning Code Section 151.

G. Bicycle Parking. Planning Code Section 155.2 requires at least one Class 1 bicycle parking
space for each dwelling unit.

The two-dwelling unit Project is required to provide two Class 1 bicyle parking spaces. The Project
proposes two Class 1 bicycle parking spaces located in the communal garage; therefore, the Project
complies with Planning Code Section 155.2.

H. Height. Planning Code Section 260 requires that all structures be no taller than the height
prescribed in the subject height and bulk district. The proposed Project is located in a 40-X
Height and Bulk District, with a 40-foot height limit.

The project proposes the construction of a new 4-story, two-dwelling unit residential building up to
40-foot tall; and therefore, complies with Planning Code Section 260 and the applicable 40-X Height
and Bulk District.

I. Child Care Requirements for Residential Projects. Planning Code Section 414A requires
that any residential development project that results in at least one net new residential unit
shall comply with the imposition of the Residential Child Care Impact Fee requirement.

The Project proposes new construction of a building that results in one net new dwelling; therefore, the
Project is subject to the Residential Child Care Impact Fee and must comply with the requirements
outlined in Planning Code Section 414 A.

7. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when
reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval. On balance, the project does comply with
said criteria in that:

SAN FRANCISCO 4
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A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the

SAN FRANCISCO
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ii.

iii.

iv.

proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible
with, the neighborhood or the community.

The use and size of the proposed project is compatible with the immediate neighborhood. While the
project proposes demolition of existing housing, the existing housing is unsound according to a
soundness report submitted to the Planning Department. The replacement building increases the total
number of units by one and increases the total number of bedrooms by five. The replacement building
is also designed to be in keeping with the existing development pattern and the neighborhood character.

The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project
that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working
the area, in that:

Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and
arrangement of structures;

The Project is designed to be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and specifically with
both adjacent buildings. The replacement building would provide a 40-foot deep rear yard, thus
contributing landscaped area to the mid-block open space.

The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of
such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;

The Planning Code requires a minimum of two parking spaces for the replacement building and
allows a maximum of three spaces. The Project provides only two parking spaces within a
standard two-car garage and two Class 1 bicycle parking spaces in a manner that is consistent and
compatible with similar buildings within the neighborhood.

The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare,
dust and odor;

As the proposed project is residential in nature, unlike commercial or industrial uses, the proposed
residential use will not have the potential to produce noxious or offensive emissions.

Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces,
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;

Although designed in a contemporary aesthetic, the facade treatment and materials of the
replacement building has been appropriately selected to be harmonious with the existing
surrounding neighborhood. At the front yard, the Project provides permeable landscaped planters
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that frame the primary recessed entrance. Open spaces are provided in the form of a rear yard,
private decks, and a roof deck.

C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code

and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

The Project complies with all relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code and is
consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below.

That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose
of the applicable RTO-M District.

The proposed project is consistent with the stated purpose of the RH-2 Zoning District and brings the
property to a maximum dwelling unit density permitted by the District.

8. Planning Code Section 317 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when

reviewing applications to demolish or convert Residential Buildings. On balance, the Project

does comply with said criteria in that:

SAN FRANCISCO
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ii.

iii.

iv.

Whether the Project Sponsor has demonstrated that the residential structure is unsound,
where soundness is an economic measure of the feasibility of upgrading a residence that is
deficient with respect to habitability and Housing Code requirements, due to its original
construction. The soundness factor for a structure shall be the ratio of a construction
upgrade to the replacement cost, expressed as a percent. A building is unsound if its
soundness factor exceeds 50-percent. A residential building that is unsound may be
approved for demolition.

The Project Sponsor has submitted a soundness report, which demonstrates that the repair cost
exceeds 50% of the replacement cost for the building proposed to be demolished.

Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing code violations;

A review of the Department of Building Inspection and the Planning Department databases
showed no enforcement cases or notices of violation for the subject property.

Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition;

The existing dwelling is vacant with no known Code-violations; however, the building is unsound
due to original design deficiencies, per the soundness report.

Whether the property is an “historic resource” under CEQA;
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viii.
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vi.

vii.

ix.

Although the existing structure is more than 50 years old, a review of the supplemental
information resulted in a determination that it is not a historical resource.

Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse impact under
CEQA;

Not applicable. The structure is not a historical resources.
Whether the Project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy;

The Project does not convert rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy, as existing
front building is a vacant single-family residence which was previously owner-occupied. There
are no restrictions on whether the two new units will be rental or ownership.

Whether the Project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration
Ordinance;

The existing single family dwelling is currently vacant. The Planning Department cannot
definitively determine whether or not the single family home is subject to the Rent Stabilization
and Arbitration Ordinance. This is the purview of the Rent Board; however, based on a site visit
the Department can confirm that there is no evidence of any inhabitants in the dwelling.

Whether the Project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic
neighborhood diversity;

Although the Project proposes demolition of the existing three-bedroom single-family dwelling, the
Project increases the number of dwelling units to two units whose inhabitants could support and
contribute toward the cultural and economic diversity of the neighborhood.

Whether the Project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural
and economic diversity;

The replacement building conserves neighborhood character with appropriate scale, design, and
materials, and improves cultural and economic diversity by appropriately increasing the number
of bedrooms by five, which provides family-sized housing. The Project would increase the existing
number of dwelling units by one, while providing a net gain of five bedrooms to the City’s housing
stock.

Whether the Project protects the relative affordability of existing housing;

The Project does not protect the relative affordability of existing housing, as the project proposes
demolition of the existing building and construction of two new dwellings. However, it should be
taken into consideration that the existing building is an unsound structure, and that the proposed

7
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structure offers family-sized units, including a 2,988 square foot, 4-bedroom, 4-bath unit and a
2,896 square foot, 4-bedroom, 3.5-bath unit.

Whether the Project increases the number of permanently affordable units as governed
by Section 415;

The Project is not subject to the provisions of Planning Code Section 415, and the Project is not
an Affordable Housing Development. The Project neither removes nor creates permanently
affordable housing.

Whether the Project locates in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established
neighborhoods;

The subject property is located within the RH-2 Zoning District. This District is intended to
accommodate a greater density than what currently exists on this underutilized lot, and several of
the surrounding properties reflect this ability to accommodate the maximum density. As a two-
dwelling unit building that replaces the existing single family home, the Project maximizes the
dwelling unit density of the RH-2 Zoning District and; is therefore, an appropriate in-fill
development. The Project has been designed to be in keeping with the scale and development
pattern of the established neighborhood character.

Whether the Project creates quality, new family housing;

The Project proposes two new family-sized housing units. Two 4-bedroom dwelling units are
proposed. The average dwelling unit size is 2,942 square feet.

Whether the Project creates new supportive housing;
The Project does not create supportive housing.

Whether the Project promotes construction of well-designed housing to enhance existing
neighborhood character;

The overall scale, design, and materials of the proposed building is consistent with the block-face
and compliments the neighborhood character with a contemporary design.

Whether the Project increases the number of on-site dwelling units;

The Project would increase the number of on-site units from one to two, a net increase of one
dwelling unit.

Whether the Project increases the number of on-site bedrooms.
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The project would increase the number of on-site bedrooms from three to eight, a net increase of
five bedrooms. The Project proposes two 4-bedroom units.

9. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives

and Policies of the General Plan:
HOUSING ELEMENT
OBJECTIVE 2:
RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAINTENANCE
STANDARDS, WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY.
Policy 2.1
Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing, unless the demolition results in a net
increase in affordable housing.
The Project proposes demolition of an unsound residential structure containing a three-bedroom, single
family home. However, the new construction proposed will result in two units which will have a net
addition of five bedrooms, and thereby contribute to the general housing stock of the City.
OBJECTIVE 3:
PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK, ESPECIALLY
RENTAL UNITS.
Policy 3.1
Preserve rental units, especially rent-controlled units, to meet the City’s affordable housing
needs.
Policy 3.3
Maintain balance in affordability of existing housing stock by supporting affordable moderate
ownership opportunities.
Policy 3.4
Preserve “naturally affordable” housing types, such as smaller and older owernship units.
While the Project will demolish an existing, vacant single family home, the new construction will replace
and unsound building and result in an increase in the density of the property by contributing one net new
dwelling unit and a net increase of five bedrooms to the City’s housing stock.
OBJECTIVE 11:
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN
FRANCISCO’S NEIGHBORHOODS.

SAN FRANCISCO 9
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Policy 11.1
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty,
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character.

Policy 11.2
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals.

Policy 11.3
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing
residential neighborhood character.

Policy 11.4:
Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and
density plan and the General Plan.

Policy 11.6
Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote
community interaction.

Policy 11.8
Consider a neighborhood’s character when integrating new uses, and minimize disruption
caused by expansion of institutions into residential areas.

The proposed Project is appropriate in terms of material, scale, proportions, and massing for the
surrounding neighborhood. Furthermore, the Project results in an increase in density on the site while
maintaining compliance with the requirements of the Planning Code.

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:

EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF
ORIENTATION.

Policy 1.2
Recognize, protect and reinforce the existing street pattern, especially as it is related to

topography.
Policy 1.3

SAN FRANCISCO 10
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10.

Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the city
and its districts.

The proposed replacement building reflects the existing neighborhood character and development pattern.
The Project’s composition upon the property, height, massing, scale, proportions, and facade width are
compatible with those of surrounding buildings. The proposed ground floor entrance is is appropriate
given the presence of ground floor entrances of adjacent neighbors in the immediate area. A well-defined
street wall punctuated by a two-story vertical bay window reflects a prevailing pattern found along the
block face.

OBJECTIVE 2:
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE,
CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING.

Policy 2.6
Respect the character of older development nearby in the design of new buildings.

The massing of the replacement building has been designed to be compatible with the prevailing street wall
height, including the height and proportions of the adjacent buildings. Although interpreted in a
contemporary architectural style, the proposed building proportions and exterior materials have been
selected to be compatible with the adjacent buildings and the immediate neighborhood character.

OBJECTIVE 4:
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL
SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY.

Policy 4.13
Improve pedestrian areas by providing human scale and interest.

The Project provides a recessed entry flanked by fixed landscape planters and new pavers. The building
features a vertical bay window that is in-keeping with the neighborhood character and will provide eyes on
the street to promote safety. The Project proposes a new 24”-box street tree along the sidewalk to improve
the pedestrian realm.

Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project complies with said policies
in that:

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.

SAN FRANCISCO 11
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The project site does not possess any neighborhood-serving retail uses. The Project provides two new
dwelling units which will enhance the nearby retail uses by providing new residents, who may patron
and/or own these businesses.

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.

The Project is compatible with the existing housing and neighborhood character of the immediate
neighborhood. The Project proposes a height and scale that is compatible with the adjacent neighbors
and add an additional dwelling unit, which is consistent with the density intent of the underlying RH-
2 Zoning District and surrounding neighborhood.

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced,

The existing building is not an affordable housing project and the Project is not required to provide
affordable housing.

D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.

It is not anticipated that the Project would adversely affect automobile traffic congestion or create
parking problems in the neighborhood in that its two-garage parking and configuration is consistent
with other properties in the surrounding neighborhood. The Project would enhance neighborhood
parking opportunities by providing two off-street parking spaces where currently only one space exists.

E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The Project is a residential project in and RH-2 District; therefore, the Project would not affect
industrial or service sector uses or related employment opportunities. Ownership of industrial or

service sector businesses would not be affected by the Project.

F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of
life in an earthquake.

The Project will be designed and will be constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safety
requirements of the Building Code and would meet all earthquake safety requirements.

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

The Project Site does not contain any City Landmarks or historic buildings.
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H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development.

The Project will have no negative impact on existing parks and open spaces. The Project does not
exceed the 40-foot height limit and; is therefore, not subject to the requirements of Planning Code
Secction 295- Height Restrictions on Structures Shadowing Property Under the Jurisdiction of the
Recreation and Park Commission. The height of the proposed structures is compatible with the
established neighborhood development pattern.

11. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code
provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.

12. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use Authorization would
promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.
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DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use
Authorization Application No. 2008.0023CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as
“EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans on file, dated January 16, 2019, and stamped “EXHIBIT
B”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion. The
effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 30-day period has
expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the Board of Supervisors.
For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government
Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development
referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject
development.

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the
Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning
Administrator’'s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code
Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on August 29, 2019.
Jonas P. Ionin

Commission Secretary

AYES:

NAYS:

ABSENT:

ADOPTED: August 29, 2019

SAN FRANCISCO 14
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Draft Motion RECORD NO. 2008.0023CUA
August 29, 2019 461 29" Street

EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a Conditional Use Authorization to allow the demolition of an existing two-
story, 750 square foot, single family home with one-car garage and the construction of a new four-story,
6,459 square foot, two-dwelling unit building up to approximately 40-feet in height with two off-street
parking spaces and two Class 1 bicycle parking spaces located at 461 29t Street, Block 6631, Lot 033,
pursuant to Planning Code Section(s) 303 and 317 within the RH-2 District and a 40-X Height and Bulk
District; in general conformance with plans, dated January 16, 2019, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included
in the docket for Record No. 2008.0023CUA and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and
approved by the Commission on August 29, 2019 under Motion No XXXXXX. This authorization and the
conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or
operator.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning
Commission on August 29, 2019 under Motion No XXXXXX.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A’ of this Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXXX shall
be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the site or building permit
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.

SEVERABILITY

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent
responsible party.

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a
new Conditional Use authorization.
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting
PERFORMANCE

1.

Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years
from the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within
this three-year period.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year
period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an
application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for
Authorization. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit
application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of
the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of
the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued
validity of the Authorization.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

Diligent pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider
revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was
approved.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of
the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an
appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or
challenge has caused delay.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in
effect at the time of such approval.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
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DESIGN - COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE

6.

Final Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department on the
building design. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, and detailing shall be
subject to Department staff review and approval. The architectural addenda shall be reviewed
and approved by the Planning Department prior to issuance.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

Garbage, composting and recycling storage. Space for the collection and storage of garbage,
composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly
labeled and illustrated on the building permit plans. Space for the collection and storage of
recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other
standards specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level
of the buildings.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall
submit a roof plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit
application. Rooftop mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is required
to be screened so as not to be visible from any point at or below the roof level of the subject
building.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

Landscaping. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 132, the Project Sponsor shall submit a site
plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit application
indicating that 50% of the front setback areas shall be surfaced in permeable materials and
further, that 20% of the front setback areas shall be landscaped with approved plant species. The
size and specie of plant materials and the nature of the permeable surface shall be as approved by
the Department of Public Works.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

PARKING AND TRAFFIC

10. Bicycle Parking. The Project shall provide no fewer than two Class 1 bicycle parking spaces as

required by Planning Code Sections 155.1 and 155.2.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

11. Parking Maximum. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1, the Project shall provide no more

than three off-street parking spaces.
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12.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

Parking Requirement. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151, the Project shall provide two (2)
independently accessible off-street parking spaces.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

PROVISIONS

13.

Child Care Fee - Residential. The Project is subject to the Residential Child Care Fee, as
applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 414A.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT

14.

15.

Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in
this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code
Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to
other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in
complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not
resolved by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the
specific conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
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From: Emme Levine

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)

Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Townes, Chris (CPC)

Subject: Notice of Proposed Public Hearing for 461 29th Street

Date: Thursday, August 22, 2019 10:38:07 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Commissioners,

I'm writing to comment on the Notice of Public Hearing | received in the mail for the project at 461
29th Street.

As a neighbor, | am opposed to the current design. I'm concerned about:

1. Height - it would be better without the 4th story.The building should be 3
stories, like the entire side of the street. The ground floor and the basement at the
rear should be utilized for extra space. It is out of scale.

2. Scale - This project is way too big and demolishing a 750 sq ft to replace it with
a 6459 sq ft one is not affordable by design. It is greedy by the speculative
developer and inappropriate for the surrounding neighborhood.

3. Facade - once again, the neighborhood is presented with a cheap looking,
bland, "modern” style. We feel there is good modern, and bad, and this is bad. The
flat front, large windows, and shoddy materials are nondescript and add nothing to
the character of our neighborhood.

Sincerely,
Emme Klama
447 29th Street

Emme Klama ASID | Interior Designer
License #2004458

Levine Architects
p. 415.282.4643
w. www.levinearch.com
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From: Hillary Creeggan

To: Townes, Chris (CPC)

Cc: Zach Kirkman

Subject: 461 29th Street - Notice of Public Hearing
Date: Thursday, August 22, 2019 11:18:38 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hi Chris,

We are writing to comment on the Notice of Public Hearing we received in the mail for the
project at 461 29th Street.

As a neighbor, we're concerned about:

1. The height - it would be better without the 4th story. The building should be 3 stories,
like the adjoining properties. The ground floor should be utilized for extra space.

2. Please revise the facade - once again, the neighborhood is presented with a cheap
looking, band, 'modern' style. We feel there is good modern, and bad, and this is bad.
The flat front, large windows, and shoddy materials are nondescript and add nothing to
the character of our neighborhood.

We would prefer the the architect revise the plans.

Thanks,
Hillary & Zach
444 29th Street
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From: Jennifer Mills

To: Townes, Chris (CPC); Jim Mills
Subject: 29th Street
Date: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 4:06:39 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Chris,

I'm writing to comment on the Notice of Public Hearing | received in the mail for the
project at 461 29th Street.

As a neighbor, I'm concerned about:

1. The height - it would be better without the 4th story.The building should be 3 stories,
like the adjoining properties. The ground floor should be utilized for extra space.

2. Please revise the facade - once again, the neighborhood is presented with a cheap
looking, bland, "modern” style. We feel there is good modern, and bad, and this is bad.
The flat front, large windows, and shoddy materials are nondescript and add nothing to
the character of our neighborhood.

We would prefer that the architect revise the plans.
Sincerely,

Jennifer Mills
475 29th Street
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From: Kristin Belshaw

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)

Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Townes, Chris (CPC)

Subject: 461-29th Street Proposed Notice of Public Hearing

Date: Thursday, August 22, 2019 11:02:09 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Commissioners,

We are writing to comment on the Notice of Public Hearing we received in the mail
for the project at 461 29th Street.

Amy and I, at 427-29th Street, along with several of our neighbors, are opposed to the
current design.
We have the following concerns:

1. Height - it would be better without the 4th story.The building should be 3 stories, like
the entire side of the street. The ground floor and the basement at the rear should be
utilized for extra space. It is out of scale.

2. Scale - This project is way too big and demolishing a 750 sq ft to replace it with a 6459
sq ft one is not affordable by design. It is greedy by the speculative developer and
inappropriate for the surrounding neighborhood.

3. Facade - once again, the neighborhood is presented with a cheap looking, bland,
"modern" style. We feel there is good modern, and bad, and this is bad. The flat front, large
windows, and shoddy materials are nondescript and add nothing to the character of our
neighborhood.

Kristin Belshaw and Amy Hood
427-29th Street
San Francisco, CA 94131
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From: Marc Norton

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Rich Hillis; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPQ); Richards, Dennis (CPC)

Cc: Townes, Chris (CPC)

Subject: 461 - 29th Street / August 29, 2019 agenda

Date: Thursday, August 22, 2019 6:20:24 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

| am writing in opposition to the proposed destruction of the building at 461 - 29th Street, and the
proposed construction of an ugly, out-of-scale, building in its place.

| first learned about the proposed demolition of the current structure in January 2018, when a notice was
mailed out stating that the property owner had applied for a demolition permit.

| attempted to get a copy of the plans for the proposed new structure. | was eventually directed to Mr.
Chris Townes. Mr. Townes was uncooperative in the extreme. He refused to let me see the new plans
unless | filled out a formal request. | did so, and personally delivered it to his office. | then never heard
back from Mr. Townes, despite sending several emails to him asking about the status of my request.

| did not see a copy of the proposed new building until yesterday, when one of the neighbors who
apparently had better luck with Mr. Townes emailed a copy. | was not surprised to see that the proposed
structure looks like something that a prison architect would design. That seems to be the style that is in
vogue lately.

| do not believe that the current building should be demolished. | see that there was a CEQA evaluation
done in 2008, without any public input or notice whatsoever. That report states that the structure has no
historical significance because of alterations "that include raising the building to insert a garage,
recladding the building in stucco... alteration of the front entrance configuration [and] reconfiguring the
roof form..." If that is true, it must have all happened before 1939, because | have a1939 photo
(attached) which shows the building essentially as it is today

In fact, the front of the building, particularly the roof form, is quite unique. All it would take to make it
attractive would be a broom and a little paint. But, sadly, the building has been deliberately neglected
over the last several years, in a rather transparent attempt to let it get run down in order to try to justify its
demolition. | do not know the condition of the inside of the building, but | know of no evidence that it is
unsound structurally.

Whoever the owners of the property are, they made zero attempt to discuss their plans with the
neighbors. | live almost directly across the street, and have since 1984, but have never heard word one
from any property owner about their plans.

| am not opposed to a proper building plan to improve this property. In fact, | like the idea of turning the
building into a two-unit structure, thus increasing the supply of housing in our neighborhood and in San
Francisco.

However, | do oppose:

1-
The demolition of the current structure. What exists, particularly the unique facade, should be the basis
of an appropriate expansion.

2-
The construction of a four-floor building, entirely out of scale of any of the buildings on either side of the
property, or anywhere on that side of the block. Only rich people could afford to buy one of the two 3,000-
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plus square foot units. Something a little more humble would be of much greater value to the
neighborhood.

3-
A facade that looks like the building landed from outer space.

But, as usual, | suspect that the fix is in, profit rules and that's that.

Sincerely yours,

Marc Norton

468 - 29th Street

San Francisco, CA 94131
(415) 648-2535



From: Merilee McDougal

To: Townes, Chris (CPC)
Subject: 461 29th street concerns
Date: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 5:17:11 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Chris,

I'm writing to comment on the Notice of Public Hearing | received in the mail for
the project at 461 29th Street.

As a neighbor, I'm concerned about the front facade. Specifically | am concerned
about the change from a cute house that fits within the style of the neighborhood
and has some charm to one that does not. Please revise the facade - the front
design submitted with what appear to be somewhat cheap materials is nondescript
and does not maintain or add to the character of our neighborhood.

We would prefer that the architect revise the plans to better mirror the charm of
the block. Please let me know if you have any questions

Sincerely,
Merilee McDougal
487 29th St, San Francisco, CA 94131
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From: Debra Dale and Philip Cohen

To: Townes, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Opposition to proposed plans
Date: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 11:45:21 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Chris,

We are writing to comment on the Notice of Public Hearing we received for the project at 461 29th
Street.

As a neighbor residing on 29th street, we are in total opposition to the construction of this 4-story
building. Our concerns are:

1. The 4- story height. All adjacent properties are 3 stories, and this building should not exceed the
surrounding height so as to integrate into the predominant massing. The building should be limited to 3
stories, like the adjoining properties. The ground floor should be utilized for extra space.

2. Ugly facade - The facade as proposed is a cheap looking, bland, and so-called "modern” style. We
feel there is good modern, and bad, and this is bad. The flat front, large windows, and shoddy
materials are nondescript and add nothing to the character of our neighborhood.

We request that the architect revise the facade and reduce the height of 461 29th Street.
Sincerely,

Philip Cohen

Debra Dale

Owners
430 29th Street
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From: Tiffany Wade

To: Townes, Chris (CPC)
Subject: 461 29th Street- public comment
Date: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 4:05:32 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Chris,

I'm writing to comment on the Notice of Public Hearing | received in the mail for
the project at 461 29th Street.

As a neighbor, I'm concerned about:

1. The height - it would be better without the 4th story. The building should be 3
stories, like the adjoining properties. The ground floor should be utilized for extra
space.

2. Please revise the facade - our neighborhood has historically been filled with
charm and a historical feel. The flat front, large windows, and shoddy materials
are nondescript and do not match or add to the character of our neighborhood.
We would prefer that the architect revise the plans.

As homeowners who have repeatedly looked at expanding our own home so we
can have enough space to raise our children, we are getting extremely frustrated
by the disparities that keep emerging. True, longterm residents are extremely
limited in options, but developers can come in and do anything they want
regardless of the negative impact on the neighborhood. We need to set back and
loose valuable square footage, which with the astronomical costs of building in
this city is basically making it unaffordable for us to build and may eventually
result in our need to leave the city entirely. This is supposedly "to maintain the
historic character of our home and neighborhood. However we now have two
massive modern buildings that are extremely out of character on our block, and
now a 4 story is being proposed? It is extremely unfair that developers can keep
coming in, destroying old homes and then building completely out of character
with the rest of the neighborhood as a whole. Maintaining San Francisco’s history
is important, and the onus of maintaining that character and charm must be
equally shared by all. We believe you should have a right to creative freedom in
building, but all good design needs to show awareness and work in harmony with
the existing surroundings as well.

Two units are fine, but four stories in a neighborhood such as this, is not.

Sincerely,

Tiffany Wade & James DeWald
426 29th St

San Francisco, CA 94131
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

.gs . . 1650 Mission St.
Certificate of Determination Suite 400
EXEMPTION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW Son Fanco,
. . Reception:
Date: April 1, 2008 415.558.6378
Case No.: 2008. 0023E
Proi itle: th Fax:
ro]e.zct Title 461 29 S'treet. o ' 415.558.6409
Zoning: RH-2 (Residential House District, Two-Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District Planning
. Information:
Block/Lot: 6631/033 15.558.6377
Lot Size: 2,850 square feet
Project Sponsor Kieran Boughan, Authorized Agent for Owner Michael Berghofer, (415)
244-0849
Staff Contact: Chelsea Fordham — (415) 575-9071

Chelsea.Fordham@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The 2,850 square-foot project site is located on the southern side of 29th Street on a block bounded by
Sanchez Street to the east and Noe Street to the west in San Francisco’s Noe Valley neighborhood. The
proposed project would demolish the existing 907-square foot, one-story over garage, single-family
residence constructed between approximately 1880 and 1886 and construct a new 3,687- square foot,
three-story, two-unit duplex residential building.

[Continued on the next page.]
EXEMPT STATUS:

Categorical Exemption, Class 1 and 3 [State CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(1) and 15303(b)]

REMARKS:

Please see next page.

DETERMINATION:

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements.

M P G Fogp
Bill Wycko Dfte -
Acting Env1ronmental Review Officer

cc:
Kieran Boughan, Project Sponsor Exemption File
Delvin Washington, Neighborhood Planning Southwest Team Leader Bulletin Board
Bevan Duffy, District 8, Board of Supervisors
Historic Distribution List
Vima Byrd, M.D.F.

J0B.0023E



Exemption from Environmental Review CASE NO. 2008.0023E
April 1, 2008 461 29t Street

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (Continued):

The existing residential building is approximately 21 feet in height and the new proposed residential
building would be up to 30 feet in height. In addition, the existing building currently has one off-street
parking space and the proposed new building would have two off-street parking spaces. The proposed
project would require conditional use authorization for the demolition of a residential structure per
Board of Supervisor’s Resolution No. 122-07.

REMARKS:

In evaluating whether the proposed project would be exempt from environmental review under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planning Department considered whether or not the
building at 461 29th Street is a historical resource as defined by CEQA. In a memorandum dated March
20, 2008, the Planning Department determined that the existing building on the project site, which has no
historical ratings, is not an historical resource as defined by CEQA.!

As described in the memorandum, the project site does not appear to be eligible for individual listing on
the California Register of Historic Places based on events, persons, or architecture.2 Although the subject
building retains integrity with respect to location, it lacks integrity with respect to association, design,
workmanship, setting, feeling and materials. For these reasons, the demolition of the existing residential
building at 461 29* Street would not result in significant effects on an individual historic resource.

The existing building on the project site is a 907 square-foot, one-story-over-garage, wood-frame, single-
family dwelling clad in stucco with a Mission Revival-themed parapet that conceals a flat roof. The
project site appears to have been constructed circa 1886, and was one of the earliest buildings constructed
on the residential block. The front elevation of the building is composed in three bays, with a central
entrance flanked by aluminum windows on either side. A flat roofed portico projects over the front
entrance, which contains a solid wooden door. Even though the project site is one of the oldest extant
residential structures on the subject block, the integrity of the building has been significantly comprised
through alterations that include raising the building to insert a garage, re-cladding the building to stucco,
replacement of original wood windows with aluminum sliders, and alteration of the front entrance
configuration.

The project site is located within an area that was formerly known as Horner’s Addition, and which is
now known as Upper Noe Valley. A mix of architectural styles characterizes 29" Street at the project
location, including one-, two-, and three-story residential buildings constructed in the early and mid-
twentieth century in a range of architectural styles including Marina and Mediterranean Revival style
buildings and modified Queen Anne and Craftsman style residences. It does not appear that the project
site is located within a potential historic district. Therefore, the proposed project would not have an
adverse effect on off-site historical resources as defined by CEQA. 3

! Historic Resource Evaluation Response Memorandum for 461 29 Street from Sophie Middlebrook, Preservation Planner, to Chelsea
Fordham, Major Environmental Analysis March 20, 2008. A copy of this memorandum is attached.

2 Ibid.

3 Thid.

SAN FRANCISCO 2
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Exemption from Environmental Review CASE NO. 2008.0023E
April 1, 2008 461 29t Street

Due to proposed localized excavation, the Planning Department conducted a study to determine if any
archeological resources would be impacted. In a memorandum dated February 27, 2008, the Planning
Department staff determined that there appears to be no CEQA-significant archaeological deposits
present at the project site.* The localized excavation has the potential to disturb soils. However, the
proposed ground disturbance would be shallow and limited to 5 feet below ground surface (b.g.s.).
Therefore, the proposed project would not adversely affect CEQA-significant archaeological resources.

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(1)(1), or Class 1, provides an exemption from environmental review
for the demolition of a single-family residential structure or up to three single-family residential
structures in urbanized areas. Additionally, CEQA Guidelines Section 15303(b), or Class 3, provides an
exemption from environmental review for the construction of a duplex or similar multi-family residence
totaling no more than six dwelling units in urbanized areas. The proposed project would result in the
demolition of one 907 square-foot single-family residential structure and the construction of a 3,687-
square foot two-unit duplex residential building. Therefore, the proposed project would be exempt from
environmental review under Class 1 and 3.

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an
activity wherc there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the current
proposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project would
have no significant environmental effects. The project would be exempt under the above-cited
classification. For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental
review.

# Memorandum from Randall Dean/Don Lewis, San Francisco Planning Department to Chelsea Fordham, San Francisco Planning Department,
February 27, 2008. A copy of this memorandum is available for public review by appointment at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,
4™ Floor, as part of Case File No. 2008.0023E.

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response 1080 esion st

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

MEA Planner: Chelsea Fordham Reception:
Project Address: 461 29* Street 415.558.6378
Block/Lot: 6631/033 ;
ax:
Date of Review: March 20, 2008
Planning Dept. Reviewer: Sophie Middlebrook f:?(:‘r?:;%on.
(415) 558-6372 | sophie.middlebrook@sfgov.org 415.558.6377
PROPOSED PROJECT X] Demolition [] Alteration
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project includes the demolition of the existing one-story, single-family dwelling and the
construction of a new two-story, two-family residential building. Preliminary plans of the proposed new
building have been submitted to the Department with the Environmental Exemption application, and a
building permit application has been filed.

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING / SURVEY

The County Assessor records indicate that the building was constructed in 1900; however, information
submitted by the Project Sponsor indicates that the building was constructed sometime prior to 1886, and
sometime after the completion of the 1880 census. Although the subject building is not included on any
historic surveys and is not included on the National or the California Registers, its recorded date of
construction makes it a “Category B” building for the purposes of CEQA review by the Planning
Department.!

HISTORIC DISTRICT / NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT

The subject building is located on the south side of 29th Street, between Noe and Sanchez Streets, within
an RH-2 Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The subject property is located within what
was formerly known as Horner’s Addition, now known as Upper Noe Valley. A mix of architectural
styles characterizes 29* Street at this location, including one-, two-, and three-story residential buildings
constructed in the early and mid-twentieth century in a range of architectural styles including Marina and
Mediterranean Revival style buildings and modified Queen Anne and Craftsman style residences. It does

not appear that the subject property is located within a potential historic district for the purposes of
CEQA.

1 Please see “Preservation Bulletin #16,” available online at:
http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/planning/projects _reports/PresBulletini6CEQA10 8 04.PDF (November 2, 2007)

www .sfplanning.org



Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2008.0023E
March 20, 2008 461 29" Street

1. California Register Criteria of Significance: Note, a building may be an historical resource if it
meets any of the California Register criteria listed below. If more information is needed to make such
a determination please specify what information is needed. (This determination for California Register
Eligibility is made based on existing data and research provided to the Planning Department by the above
named preparer / consultant and other parties. Key pages of report and a photograph of the subject building are
attached.)

Event: or [:] Yes & No [_]Unable to determine
Persons: or D Yes [X]No [[] Unable to determine
Architecture: or [ Yes X No [:] Unable to determine

Information Potential: D Further investigation recommended.
District or Context: [] Yes, may contribute to a potential district or significant context

If Yes; Period of significance:
Notes: Below is an evaluation of the subject property against the criteria for inclusion on the
California Register; it does not appear that the subject property is eligible for the Register.

Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States;

As noted above, the subject property appears to have been constructed circa 1886, and was one of the
earliest buildings constructed on the residential block. The 1886 Sanborn Fire Insurance map
illustrates that the subject building was one of only ten extant buildings on the block; information
submitted by the project sponsor illustrates that in 1886 the block was sparsely populated but that by
1914 a regular pattern of residential development had been established. However, the subject
building does not appear to represent a trend or the collective history of the site or area. It does not
appear that the subject building is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to
the broad patterns of local or regional history.

Criterion 2: It is associated with the lives of persons important in our local, regional, or national past;

Information from City Directories, the Spring Water Valley Company records, and newspaper
searches provided by the Project Sponsor indicates that on early owner of the subject property was
Thomas McGrorey, whose signature appears on the water connection application. No persons of
known historical significance appear to have been associated with the subject property.

Criterion 3: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values;

The subject building is a one-story-over-garage, wood-frame, single-family dwelling clad in stucco
with a Mission Revival-themed parapet that conceals a flat roof. The front elevation is composed in
three bays, with a central entrance flanked by aluminum windows on either side. A flat roofed
portico projects over the front entrance, which contains a solid wooden door.

SAN FRANCISCO 2
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2008.0023E
March 20, 2008 461 29" Street

As noted above, the subject building is one of the oldest extant residential structures on the block.
However, the integrity of the building has been significantly compromised through alterations that
include raising the building to insert a garage, re-cladding the building in stucco, replacement of
original wood windows with aluminum sliders, and the alteration of the front entrance configuration.
The subject building does not appear to be individually eligible for the California Register as a
structure that contributes to the evolution of a construction type. As noted above, the subject
property does not appear to be located within a potential historic district.

Criterion 4: It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history;

It does not appear that the subject property is likely to yield information important to a better
understanding of prehistory or history.

2. Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance. To be a resource for the purposes of
CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California Register criteria, but
it also must have integrity. To retain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and
usually most, of the aspects. The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the period of
significance noted above:

Location: E Retains |:] Lacks Setting: E] Retains @ Lacks
Association: D Retains @ Lacks Feeling: D Retains & Lacks
Design: [ ] Retains |Z Lacks Materials: [_] Retains X Lacks

Workmanship: D Retains @ Lacks

Notes:  As evidenced in the construction history provided by the project sponsor, the subject
building has been significantly altered and its integrity has been compromised. As a result of
alterations that include re-cladding the wood building in stucco, reconfiguring the roof form and
entrance, raising the building to insert a garage at the ground level, and replacement of original
windows and doors, the structure does not convey historic significance. As noted above, it does not
appear that the subject building is eligible for the California Register.

3. Determination Whether the property is an “historical resource” for purposes of CEQA

@ No Resource Present ( Go to 6. below ) D Historical Resource Present ( Continue to 4. )

4. If the property appears to be an historical resource, whether the proposed project is consistent
with the Secretary of Interior's Standards or if any proposed modifications would materially
impair the resource (i.e. alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics which justify the
property’s inclusion in any registry to which it belongs).

[ The project appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. ( Go to 6. below )

Optional:  [_] See attached explanation of how the project meets standards.

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2008.0023E
March 20, 2008 461 29" Street

[[] The project is NOT consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and is a significant
impact as proposed. ( Continue to 5. if the project is an alteration )

5. Character-defining features of the building to be retained or respected in order to avoid a
significant adverse effect by the project, presently or cumulatively, as modifications to the project
to reduce or avoid impacts. Please recommend conditions of approval that may be desirable to
mitigate the project’s adverse effects.

6. Whether the proposed project may have an adverse effect on off-site historical resources, such
as adjacent historic properties.

[ Yes & No [[] Unable to determine

Notes: As noted above, the subject building does not appear to be an historic resource, nor does the
subject property appear to be located within a potential designated historic district.

PRESERVATION COORDINATOR REVIEW

SW %"—_' Date: 5 o8

Mark Luellen, Preservation Coordinator

CC:

Sonya Banks, Recording Secretary, Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board
Virnaliza Byrd / Historic Resource Impact Review File
Elizabeth Watty, Neighborhood Planner, SW Quadrant

G:\DOCUMENTS\ historic\461 29th Street.doc
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Site Photo

Looking West Along 29t Street
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Site Photo

Looking East Along 29" Street
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BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION -

San Francis
PlEsh

1650 MISSIDN STREET, SUITE 400
SANFRANCISEO, CA 84103

PLANNING REVIEW LRI

. WWW.SFPLANNING.ORG
Property Information
Project Site Address: 46129th STREET B Zip Code: 94110

6631/033 Lot Size (Sq, FL.): 2,850
— o - o . -

Zoning District: - Height/Bulk: o
Related Record(s):
Project Information

Project Type:

[Jchange of Use  KINew Construction [lAkterations [Ibemolition [Wireless [IFacade Alteration [JOther:

Additions to Building: [ 1Rear [Front [IHeight [ISideYard [Deck [JOther:

Use Type and Definitions:  yACANT LOT (DEMO)
Existing Use:

TWO-FAMILY

Proposed Use:

Planning Code Section:
Planning Code Section:

Residential:  [JSpacial Neads  [ISenior Housing  [1100% Affordable [JStudent Housing  [linciusionary Required

Nen-Residential: [JFormula Retal [IMedical Cannabls [JTobacco Paraphemalia  [Financial Service  [IMassage

Project Summary:
If you are not sure of the eventual size of the project, provide the maximum estimates.
Please attach an additional sheet with project features that are not included in this table.

RE FOOTAGE (GSF}

| Residential 0

3,257 6,554

Commercial/Retail

Office

Industrial/ PDR 0
Producten, Dwetuton & Ry |
Parkd 0

Usable Open Space
Public Open Space 0
Other ( ) 0

TOTAL GSF 1 0
;

Dwelling Units - Market Rate 0
| Dwslling Units - Affordabls 0
Commercial Storefronts 0

Hotel Rooms 0

Farking Space(s)

| — R

Loading Space(s) 0 |
Car Share Space(s) 0
Bicycle Spaces - Class 1 0
Bicycle Spaces - Class 2 0
Number of Buildings 0 1 1
Number of Stories o 5 5
Height of Building(s) | 0 40 40
Usable Open Space(s) 0 564 664
Public Open Space(s) 0 0 0
Public Art 0 0 0
Other ( )|
Project Contact Person
Name: Earle Weiss Orgﬂni;ﬁtion Name:  EE Weiss Architects
Address: 21 Corte Madera Ave, Suite 4 City/State: ' Mill Valley, CA Zip Code: 94941
Email Address: admin@eeweiss.com Phone: 415.531.5270
& 1 i
‘LOCATION MAP
th
th S
st
" Valiey Q !
valley St Paul's Catholic Church g

Billy Goat Hill

ws  G0ogle

461 29th Street 29V Church St & 29th StB)

8 min driv

Church St & Day St@

2 Church St & 30th St@

an

Che

PLANNING NOTES

1 NEW CONSTRUCTION PENDING DEMO
25'x 114' LOT (6631/033)

2 RH-2 ZONING DISTRICT

3 40x HEIGHT DISTRICT

4 EXISTING SINGLE FAMILY
TO BE REPLACE WITH

2 UNIT OWNER OCCUPIED BUILDING:
OVER PARKING

100% 2 BEDROOM OR LARGER UNITS

SEE BUILDING PROGRAM FOR MORE INFO

o

2 PARKING SPACES PROPOSED

o

2 CLASS | BIKE SPACES

~

OPEN SPACE : 100 sf REQUIRED PER UNIT IF PRIVATE, 133
REQUIRED IF COMMON. TOTAL COMMON AREA TO BE
DIVIDED EQUALLY BETWEEN THE NUMBER OF UNITS
SHARING THE AREA. SEE BUILDING PROGRAM FOLLOWING

461 29th STREET

N N N N N NN N TS TS T T T T T T T T TS TS TS ST ST ST ST

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA, 94117

PROJECT TEAM

PARTICIPANT
OWNER Tom McGrath
1700 Diamond St
San Francisco, CA 94131
[415] 290-5284
ARCHITECT EE WEISS ARCHITECTS
21 CORTE MADERA AVE
MILL VALLEY, CA 94941
[415] 381-8788 FAX
[415] 381-8700 TEL
GENERAL
CONTRACTOR
STRUCTURAL

GEOTECHNICAL  Earth Mechanics Consulting
360 Grand Ave, Suite 262
Oakland, CA 94610
510-839-0765
earthmech1@aol.com

SURVEYOR Transamerican Engineers

1390 Market St., #201

San Francisco, CA 94102

415.553.4092

bpierce@transamericanengineers.com

BUILDING PROGRAM INDEX

1 NEW TYPE V-A, SPRINKLERED, FOUR STORY BUILDING WITH ROOF DECK A0.0  TITLE
2 R-3 OCCUPANCY: TWO RESIDENTIAL CONDOS OVER U OCCUPANCY COMMON PARKING Al.1 PLAN: SITE
3 NO STAIR TO ROOF FOR FIRE DEPARTMENT ACCESS

4 SINGLE EGRESS STAIR: MAXIMUM 125' TO TWO-HOUR EGRESS ENCLOSURE
5 ADA REQUIREMENT: NONE

A2.0 PLAN: EXISTING
A21  PLAN: BASEMENT & FIRST FLOOR
A2.2 PLAN: SECOND & THIRD FLOOR

Bullding Floor by Floor A23  PLAN: FOURTH FLOOR & ROOF

Floor Occup.  Rating Unit/Area  Area SFUSD Occup. Sprinkler Notes
Group (Hr's) SqFt SqFt  Load A3.1  ELEVATIONS: FRONT
Basement R-3 1 Unit 1 340 255 YES A3.2 ELEVATIONS: REAR
Total 340
A3.3 ELEVATIONS: SIDE
First u 1 Garage 575 2.9  YES A4.1  SECTION
R-3 1 Unit 1 1062 690 5.3 YES AS-4 BETFAILS
Total 1912 ’
A6.0 FIRE FLOW, GREEN, AB FORMS
Second R-3 2 Unit 1 1586 1031 7.9 YES  2-hour Beween Units
R-3 1 Unit 2 42 0.2 YES
Total 1735
Third R-3 2 Unit 1 0 0.0 YES
1 Unit 2 1584 1030 7.9 YES
Total 1676
Fourth R-3 2 Unit 2 1312 853 6.6 YES
Total 1312
Roof R-3 1 458 NO 2-Hour Roof
Garage 575

Unit1 2,988
Unit2__ 2,896

Building Total Sq Ft 6,459 3,604 Total SFSD

General Notes

1. Codes: The design and construction of all site alterations shall comply with the 2017 California CODE, including
Building Code, Plumbing Code, Electrical Code, Mechanical Code, Fire Code, and Title 24 Energy Efficiency

i ing Local

. Two-Hour separation assemblies between all Units, Units and Garage, and Elevator Shafts. 90 Minute Rated doors
at Two-Hour Walls

. One-Hour Assemblies within 60" of (side, rear) property lines all portions of the Building

. All penetrations in fire assemblies to comply with the Fire Rating in which they breech. Fire caulk all pipes, ducts, etc.
to seal completely

. Separate Permits required for: Sprinklers, Fire Controls, Trusses, Sidewalk & Driveway, Utility laterals, Tree, Elevator

. Sprinkler Installation per NFPA 13 and CBC 903.1.1

A N

oo

E.E. WEISS
Architects, Inc.

21 Corte Madera Ave.
Mill Valley, CA 94941

admin@eeweiss.com
Tel 415.381.8700

HISTORY BY

SITE PERMIT

2018-0326-4615

TITLE SHEET
SITE PERMIT SET

461 29th ST
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL: 6631/033

Date: 1/16/19
Time: 12:21:56 PM

4 JAN 19
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3 | GOOGLE EARTH PHOTO

STAGGERED REAR YARD SETBACK:

GIVEN THE SITE CONDITIONS, THE AVERAGE REAR
STBACK HAS BEEN STAGGERED TO PROVIDE LIGHT
AND AIR TO THE PROPERTY WITH THE GREATER
REAR YARD SETBACK.
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1 SITE PLAN - PROPOSED
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GENERAL SITE NOTES:

1) ENGINEER TO REVIEW AND APPROVE ALL ASPECTS
OF GRADING, DRAINAGE, FOUNDATIONS, AND ALL
ASSOCIATED UNDERGROUND IMPROVEMENTS AND
CONDITIONS. ENGINEER TO TEST AND INSPECT ALL
SYSTEMS AS REQUIRED, TYP.

2) EROSION AND SURFACE RUN-OFF SHALL BE
CONTAINED AND CONTROLLED WITHIN THE SITE.

3) 2:1 MAX. SLOPE OF UNRESTRAINED EARTH. NO
GRADING AT PROPERTY LINE

4) ALL WORK SHALL CONFORM TO COUNTY AND CITY
STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS AND UNIFORM
CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS.

WORK AT PROPERTY LINE:

1) ARCHITECTURAL PLANS ARE SCHEMATIC IN
NATURE; ALL WORK TO BE PERFORMED WITHIN THE
SUBJECT PROPERTY

2) ALL WORK INCLUDING RETAINING WALLS; PIERS;
DRAIN LINES; WATERPROOFING; BACK FILLING; ETC.
SHALL BE CONTAINED WITHIN THE PROPERTY LINES.
THE SUBJECT PROPERTY

29TH STREET (64.00' WIDE)

3) NO EQUIPMENT, PERSONNEL, OR MATERIAL ARE
ALLOWED ON THE NEIGHBORING PROPERTY
WITHOUT PRIOR WRITTEN CONSENT.

FND NAIL & TAG
LS 3602 @

PL PROJECTED
PER 115 CM 72

VOLUNTARY FRONT SETBACK

' WIDE)

TREET (64.C

/

REBUILD EXSITING CURB CUT TO NEW STANDARD

FIRE AND SITE DETAILS SEE A2.1

NEW 24" BOX STREET
TREE

E.E. WEISS

Architects, Inc.

21 Corte Madera Ave.
Mill Valley, CA 94941

admin@eeweiss.com
Tel 415.381.8700

HISTORY BY

SITE PERMIT
2018-0326-4615

SITE PLAN
SITE PERMIT SET

461 29th ST
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL: 6631/033

Date: 1/16/19
Time: 12:21:56 PM

4 JAN 19

A1.1




EXISTING REAR AXIO VIEW

EXISTING FRONT ELEVATION

REAR YARD

OFFICE

up

E.E. WEISS

Architects, Inc.

21 Corte Madera Ave.
Mill Valley, CA 94941

admin@eeweiss.com
Tel 415.381.8700

HISTORY BY

\\\\\\\\\\\
2018-0326-4615

U
{ cL
— —
H EEDROOM BEDRCOM
BATHROOM -
C ﬂ ] [
KITCHEN -~
LIVING ROOM
———

SECOND FLOOR PLAN

10-0"
FF.TOFC.

SCALE: 1/4"=1"-0"

I

BATHROOM

——1

A1

CL.
] O
o o
o o

BEDROOM

FOUNDATION PLAN

CL

GARAGE

SCALE: 1/4"=1"-0"

EXISTING PLANS
SITE PERMIT SET

461 29th ST
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL: 6631/033

Date: 1/16/19
Time: 12:21:56 PM

4 JAN 19

A2.0




25.0'

WALL SCHEDULE
PLATE SIZE GRAPHIC KEY:
EFEE 2x6's ARE CROSS-HATCHED

L 2xd's ARE HATCHED

EE 2x6 ONE-HOUR EXTERIOR WALL: 5/8" TYPE X GWB ON
INTERIOR. 5/8" GYP SHEATHING OVER STUDS.

________BUILDING PAPER OVER GYP SHEATHING. EXT T&G
P.T. PLYWOOD PER STRUCTURAL. 'Z' FLASHING AT
HORIZONTAL JOINTS. ADDITIONAL FINISH OVER
PLYWOOD WHERE PLYWOOD IS VISIBLE.

=y 2x6 NON-RATED EXTERIOR WALL: 5/8" TYPE X GWB ON
INTERIOR SIDE ONLY. PLYWOOD/SHEATHING PER
STRUCTURAL EXTERIOR FACE OF STUD; 'Z' FLASHING
AT HORIZONTAL JOINTS. BUILDING PAPER OVER
SHEATHING. FINISH PER ELEVATIONS. NOTE:
NON-RATED WALLS NOT ALLOWED WITHING 60" OF
PROPERTY LINE WHERE SUBJECT WALL IS NOT
PERPENDICULAR TO PROPERTY LINE.

SRR 2x6 TWO-HOUR SOUND WALLS STAGGER 2

ON 2x6 PLATES. SOUND INSULATION IN ALL VOIDS.
TWO LAYERS 5/8" TYPE X EACH SIDE OF WOOD
STUDS; STAGGER SEAMS. SEE DETAIL

90 MINUTE DOORS

=TT T 2x6 ONE-HOUR WALLS: ONE LAYER 5/8" TYPE X EACH
SIDE OF WOOD STUDS

10-0 3/4"

17-2 1/4"

=)
N

Ve
\

—A

N
)
&)

—A
—A

N\

8'-6 3/4" 4'-6"

[:

DINING
UNIT 1

CLOSET

2x4 TWO-HOUR WALLS: TWO LAYERS 5/8" TYPE X
EACH SIDE OF WOOD STUDS; STAGGER SEAMS
90 MINUTE DOORS

——— 2x4 ONE-HOUR WALLS: ONE LAYER 5/8" TYPE X EACH
SIDE OF WOOD STUDS

S5== 2x4 ONE-HOUR PARAPET: 30" MIN. HEIGHT WALL
ABOVE ROOFS, 42" AT DECKS, WITHIN 60" OF
PROPERTY LINE. ONE LAYER 5/8" TYPE X EXT
SHEATHING EACH SIDE OF WOOD STUDS, BUILDING
PAPER, P.T. PLYWOOD PER STRUCTURAL, EXTERIOR
FINISHES WHERE PLY IS EXPOSED,
NON-COMBUSTIBLE FINISH TOP 18"),

. mwaoe ,,,,(

=
@
_/
3

LIVING
UNIT 1

KITCHEN
ONITT— — ——
20 MIN DOOR]
o +CLOSER
2= /
z0
&9
&
Oam uP | _
17r@7.0" |
15t@ 1"
o TTTT L T
ELEVATOR
| 'L | UNIT2
) —I=oowm——+4
E) H

upP
10r @ 7.5"

| sen |

/

20 MIN DOOR
+ CLOSER

BUILD&L@B

PLANTER

BY

T T

PLANTER

[ O
1
|

PLANTER

HIUNIT 1 BIKE PARKING

GARAGE
2 I |
g - F—— - — -
<
o =
w <
4 ©
@
o~
=
z S~
=] L
amsamann;

N

2 | FIRST FLOOR PLAN

A2.1| Scale: 1/4" =1'-0"

UNIT 1 LOWER FLOOR

233 BIW

301 3/4"

80'78: 3/8" 16 5/8:
| | | | | | | | i
| | | | | | | [
(10) (9) (8) (7) (6) (5) (4) (3) QT)Q)
\T/ \T/ \T/ \T/ \\(/ \T/ \\(/ \T/ S

FRONT LANDSCAPING:

GROSS AREA = 60sf
REQUIRED LANDSACPE = 20% OF 60sf = 12 sf
(3) PLANTERS (12" ABOVE NATURAL GRADE) = 24sf

- 24sf> 12sf : LANDSCAPING COMPLIES

mmr—®

—©

8'-5 1/4"

B )—~

24'-6 5/8"

16'-1 3/8"

CLASS ONE BIKE STORAGE NOTES:

DIMENSIONS: 24" wind x 72" long, and 48" high.

84" CEILING ABOVE BIKE. PER REQUIRED BIKE, MIN.

SLOPE: FLAT AS POSSIBLE

ACCESS ROUTE: 60" WIDE. NO MORE THAN (2) 36"
DOORS 151.1(b)(1)(A)

1/3 OF REQUIRED SPACES MAY BE VERTICAL RACK
SECTION 155.2 and ZA BULLETIN NO. 9

PROTECT SPACES WITH BOLLARDS OR OTHER
PHYSICAL BARRIER

e
_

.

5
C\

\

-/

%

s

upP L

5-6 5/8"

| A

1 | BASEMENT PLAN ‘

14'-8 7/8"

|
/301 3/4’/\/

-6 5/8"

A2.1 | Scale: 1/4" = 1-0" /J\
~ 7 j - o ~
Qf/ . © () € © @) ©)
80'-8 3/8"
71 1
o 5 10 15 20 25FT

.
A
.
;
B+
.
:
B
.
:
. 1
| N
|
|
|
-
©

E.E. WEISS

Architects, Inc.

21 Corte Madera Ave.
Mill Valley, CA 94941

admin@eeweiss.com
Tel 415.381.8700

HISTORY BY

SITE PERMIT
2018-0326-4615

BASEMENT & FIRST FLOOR PLANS
SITE PERMIT SET

461 29th ST
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL: 6631/033

Date: 1/16/19
Time: 12:21:56 PM

4 JAN 19

A2.1




L .
(3) oF () (@ 0
WALL SCHEDULE (o) (8) ) (4) )
PLATE SIZE GRAPHIC KEY: T i } N N ro
EFFF 2x6's ARE CROSS-HATCHED I / I I
TR 2x's ARE HATCHED 10-0 34" 2rs il
13-8 3/4" 100 172" 176 1/4" 122"
CEIEE 2x6 ONE-HOUR EXTERIOR WALL: 5/8" TYPE X GWB ON
INTERIOR. 5/8" GYP SHEATHING OVER STUDS. - -
. _ BUILDING PAPER OVER GYP SHEATHING. EXTT&G  _ />N . S U | o | N ~
i P.T. PLYWOOD PER STRUCTURAL. 'Z FLASHING AT AF= - = - - - T A)
HORIZONTAL JOINTS. ADDITIONAL FINISH OVER - ! N - E.E. WEISS
I PLYWOOD WHERE PLYWOOD IS VISIBLE. | \ ‘ :
| H ! 5 5] ‘ Architects, Inc.
2x6 NON-RATED EXTERIOR WALL: 5/8" TYPE X GWB ON . N 31 Corte Madera Ave.
i EEEE I\TERIOR SIDE ONLY. PLYWOOD/SHEATHING PER 2 . ‘ 5 il eaueey oA 904
; STRUCTURAL EXTERIOR FACE OF STUD; 'Z' FLASHING 5 | | | N N ;o = e
I AT HORIZONTAL JOINTS. BUILDING PAPER OVER R | B | | \ P © admin@eeweiss.com
i SHEATHING. FINISH PER ELEVATIONS. NOTE: E - h © Tel  415.381.8700
; NON-RATED WALLS NOT ALLOWED WITHING 60" OF L BEDROOM 4 9PEN M M 1] !
I PROPERTY LINE WHERE SUBJECT WALL IS NOT v~ N UNIT2 X |
|
i PERPENDICULAR TO PROPERTY LINE. - N
| ~ i i i ~
I _— b= :
| SEEm. 2x6 TWO-HOUR SOUND WALLS STAGGER 2x4 STUDS— C /H - - - - - - - T = B B /Qf HISTORY BY
===="0ON 2x6 PLATES. SOUND INSULATION IN ALL VOIDS. - I I ENTRY I [ = -
| TWO LAYERS 5/8" TYPE X EACH SIDE OF WOOD | | UNIT | P [ = | 5015, 096
H 16r@ 7.5 1 H 2018-0326-4615
i STUDS; STAGGER SEAMS. SEE DETAIL ‘ @ 11 =
90 MINUTE DOORS I .
| . ‘ -]
i =TT 2x6 ONE-HOUR WALLS: ONE LAYER 5/8" TYPE X EACH ©
SIDE OF WOOD STUDS | K
| | \ [ I
i | | | |
‘ 2x4 TWO-HOUR WALLS: TWO LAYERS 5/8" TYPE X % - |
i EACH SIDE OF WOOD STUDS; STAGGER SEAMS ® BEDROOM | &
| 90 MINUTE DOORS = UNIT2 2
© = | ©
i = 2x4 ONE-HOUR WALLS: ONE LAYER 5/8" TYPE X EACH H 2
| SIDE OF WOOD STUDS T | = | ELEVATOR BEDROOM 3 P ;
} - —— ——— H-— —caondry —— b —— - -1
=== 2x4 ONE-HOUR PARAPET: 30" MIN. HEIGHT WALL I ' H ' ' | J
1 ABOVE ROOFS, 42" AT DECKS, WITHIN 60" OF WH/ H ‘ \A4.1/
i PROPERTY LINE. ONE LAYER 5/8" TYPE X EXT - _ H H -
SHEATHING EACH SIDE OF WOOD STUDS, BUILDING H =i iSsaaaasaasnaRnannansi H
1 PAPER, P.T. PLYWOOD PER STRUCTURAL, EXTERIOR H ‘ : = .
i FINISHES WHERE PLY IS EXPOSED, H b = .
‘ NON-COMBUSTIBLE FINISH TOP 18"), H 1 I o | =
‘ 817 S i \ ® - R S
e (C e R C
e =/
170" 149" 121 3/4" 59 7/8" 122" 24172
s
2 | THIRD FLOOR PLAN| ‘ ‘ ‘
i _OO 0 | UNIT 2 LOWER FLOOR | | | I
A2.2 | Scale: 1/4"=1'"-0 |
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WALL SCHEDULE
PLATE SIZE GRAPHIC KEY:
EFEE 2x6's ARE CROSS-HATCHED

L 2xd's ARE HATCHED

EE 2x6 ONE-HOUR EXTERIOR WALL: 5/8" TYPE X GWB ON
INTERIOR. 5/8" GYP SHEATHING OVER STUDS.

HORIZONTAL JOINTS. ADDITIONAL FINISH OVER -
PLYWOOD WHERE PLYWOOD IS VISIBLE.

=y 2x6 NON-RATED EXTERIOR WALL: 5/8" TYPE X GWB ON
INTERIOR SIDE ONLY. PLYWOOD/SHEATHING PER
STRUCTURAL EXTERIOR FACE OF STUD; 'Z' FLASHING
AT HORIZONTAL JOINTS. BUILDING PAPER OVER
SHEATHING. FINISH PER ELEVATIONS. NOTE:
NON-RATED WALLS NOT ALLOWED WITHING 60" OF
PROPERTY LINE WHERE SUBJECT WALL IS NOT
PERPENDICULAR TO PROPERTY LINE.

~

W m_w. 2x6 TWO-HOUR SOUND WALLS STAGGER 2x4 STUDS— ( /’* -

ON 2x6 PLATES. SOUND INSULATION IN ALL VOIDS. —
TWO LAYERS 5/8" TYPE X EACH SIDE OF WOOD

STUDS; STAGGER SEAMS. SEE DETAIL

90 MINUTE DOORS

SIDE OF WOOD STUDS

2x4 TWO-HOUR WALLS: TWO LAYERS 5/8" TYPE X
EACH SIDE OF WOOD STUDS; STAGGER SEAMS
90 MINUTE DOORS

——— 2x4 ONE-HOUR WALLS: ONE LAYER 5/8" TYPE X EACH
SIDE OF WOOD STUDS —

P.T. PLYWOOD PER STRUCTURAL. 'Z' FLASHINGAT A/Hf'

BUILDING PAPER OVER GYP SHEATHING. EXT T&G - - R

10-0 3/4"

G%i

T
535 3/8"

O

—A

=
©)

—A

-

7-71/4"

16'-11 3/8"

T 2x4 ONE-HOUR PARAPET: 30" MIN. HEIGHT WALL [

ABOVE ROOFS, 42" AT DECKS, WITHIN 60" OF \Af‘y

PROPERTY LINE. ONE LAYER 5/8" TYPE X EXT
SHEATHING EACH SIDE OF WOOD STUDS, BUILDING
PAPER, P.T. PLYWOOD PER STRUCTURAL, EXTERIOR
FINISHES WHERE PLY IS EXPOSED,

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
!
i =TT 2x6 ONE-HOUR WALLS: ONE LAYER 5/8" TYPE X EACH
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
i NON-COMBUSTIBLE FINISH TOP 18"),

25.0'

=)
/

LM 7"7<j*"

PRIVATE DECK
UNIT 2 342sf

=

ROOF PLAN |

A2.3

Scale: 1/4"=1'-0" |

10%-0 3/4"

172 1/4"

8'-5 1/4"

16'-1 3/8"

24'-6 5/8"

233 BIW

301 3/4"
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80-8 3/8"

-6 5/8"
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o
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oA
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7-71/4"

16'-11 3/8"

PRIVATE DECK |

UNIT 2 148sf

T
T

KITCHEI

UNIT

FAMIL|
UNIT

PANTRY

UNIT2

DINING
UN\TZ‘

ELEVATOR
UNIT 2

DOWN

N
EXTERIOR

@

75"

11"

upP

16r
14t

INTERIOR
1

LIVING
UN\TZ

SKYLIGHTS 12" ABOVE

DECK; PROTECT WITH

30" RAIL (42" ABV DECK)

PRIVATE DECK

UNIT 2 220sf

o

8-51/4"

16'-1 3/8"

24'-6 5/8"

G

5413 !
1 _| FOURTH FLOOR PLAN UNIT 2 UPPER FLOOR
A2.3| Scale: 1/4"=1'-0 < )
19\; 10-0 3/4" \3; ) 172 14 ‘\j%/‘ / \(?)/ (7/‘ ({, <7> (:})
80-8 3/8"
1
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E.E. WEISS

Architects, Inc.

21 Corte Madera Ave.
Mill Valley, CA 94941

admin@eeweiss.com
Tel 415.381.8700

HISTORY

BY

SITE PERMIT
2018-0326-4615

FOURTH FLOOR & ROOF PLANS
SITE PERMIT SET

461 29th ST
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL: 6631/033

Date: 1/16/19

Time: 12:21:56 PM

4 JAN 19

A2.3




FINISH SCHEDULE:

(1) WALLS: SMOOTH TROWEL STUCCO

(2) WALLS: NARROW PLANK SIDING, PAINTED E.E. WEISS

(3) CLEAR FINISHWOOD Architects, Inc.

21 Corte Madera Ave.
(4) GLAVANIZED FLASHING; PAINTED Mill Valley, CA 94941
(5) WINDOWS AND DOORS; BRONZE ALUMINUM admin@eeweiss.com

Tel  415.381.8700

@ SOLID RAIL

(7) cLass RaIL
GUARDRAIL NOTES:
SOLID OVERHANG HISTORY BY
42" MIN. HEIGHT ABOVE HIGHEST FLOOR/DECK LEVEL; __
SPACE ALL INTERMEDIATE RAILS TO PREVENT A (8) THIN SET STONE TILE 5018.0326.4615
4" SPHERE FROM PASSING THROUGH RAIL.
w w PT PLYWOOD BLIND WALL
GUARDRAIL TO BE REDWOOD OR CEDAR z z
REFER TO STRUCT DWGS/CALCS. 2x2 HORIZONTAL RAILS > >
WITH 4x4 POSTS E E
w w
SEE ADDITIONAL NOTES SHEET A0.1 S S
& &
NOTE:
ALL EXPOSED WOOD TO BE DECAY RESISTANT
SEPCIES OR PRESSURE TREATED LUMBER, TYPICAL
PARAPET RAIL AT ROOF DECK SET BACK 30'-0"
FROM FRONT FACADE
ROOF OVER STAIRS SET BACK 15'-0" FROM
FRONT FACADE
.
w
by
<
['4
&
o EXTERIOR FENESTRATION AND FINISHES TO MEET
< L o U-FACTOR IN TITLE -24 ENERGY REPORT, TYPICAL
,,,,, 5 | A I
FOURTH FLOOR SET BACK 15'-0" FROM FRONT
- R — FACADE
J L [%2]
Z |
PARAPET RAIL SET BACK 5-0" FROM FRONT - U)
PR S| o
L o
a L ® | L
S 1 I I L o
= L
’ I S | R § R U | g | =
%]
o
L

HEAD JAVB SIMILAR ?

-
©

461 29th ST
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL: 6631/033

10-2 3/4"

7-117/8"

WINDOW AND R.O. DIMENSION

]

12'-0"

N

REFERENCE GRADE 74 ¢:
FOR BUILDING HEIGHT- —
ESTABLISHED AT CURB

700R SERIES CASEMENT AND AWNING RECESSED NAIL FIN WINDOW.

Lt

SiLL

Date: 1/16/19
Time: 12:21:56 PM

0
171.1"

Entererises
4

Borewu

N ILLUMINATED HOUSE NUMBER 4 JAN 19

SIEDLE VIDEO ENTRY SYSTEM
WITH INTEGRAL MAILBOXES

A3.1

3 | HIGH PROFILE WINDOW SECTION 1 | NORTH (STREET) ELEVATION

A3.2 | NO SCALE A3.1| Scale: 174" = 1-0"



LU\LDING HEIGHT

@
23

10-0"

REFERENCE GRADE 474 1
FOR BUILDING HEIGHT-

7-117/8"

12'-0"

ESTABLISHED AT CURB

GUARDRAIL NOTES:

42" MIN. HEIGHT ABOVE HIGHEST FLOOR/DECK LEVEL;
SPACE ALL INTERMEDIATE RAILS TO PREVENT A
4" SPHERE FROM PASSING THROUGH RAIL.

GUARDRAIL TO BE REDWOOD OR CEDAR
REFER TO STRUCT DWGS/CALCS. 2x2 HORIZONTAL RAILS
WITH 4x4 POSTS

SEE ADDITIONAL NOTES SHEET A0.1

ALL E;(POSED WOOD TO BE DECAY RESISTANT
SEPCIES OR PRESSURE TREATED LUMBER, TYPICAL

42" PARAPET

PROPERTY LINE

ELEVATION STEPS BACK

ELEVATION BACK 10' FROM BELOW

PROPERTY LINE

/

FLOOR. STEP BACK; SEE PLANS

I

B

FINISH SCHEDULE:
@ WALLS: SMOOTH TROWEL STUCCO
@ WALLS: NARROW PLANK SIDING, PAINTED
@ CLEAR FINISH WOOD
@ GLAVANIZED FLASHING; PAINTED

@ WINDOWS AND DOORS; BRONZE ALUMINUM

@ SOLID RAIL
(7) cLass RaLL
SOLID OVERHANG

(8) THIN SET STONE TILE
PT PLYWOOD BLIND WALL

PARAPET SET BACK 17'-9" FROM REAR FACADE

EXTERIOR FENESTRATION AND FINISHES TO MEET
U-FACTOR IN TITLE -24 ENERGY REPORT, TYPICAL

FOURTH FLOOR SET BACK 10' FROM ELEVATION BELOW

E.E. WEISS
Architects, Inc.

21 Corte Madera Ave.
Mill Valley, CA 94941

admin@eeweiss.com
Tel 415.381.8700

HISTORY BY

SITE PERMIT
2018-0326-4615

B O O

2 | SOUTH (REAR) ELEVATION

A3.1 | Scale: 1/4" = 1'-0"

REAR ELEVATIONS
SITE PERMIT SET

461 29th ST
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL: 6631/033

Date: 1/16/19
Time: 12:21:56 PM

4 JAN 19

A3.2




w
z
5
SO SEE PLANS E
w
o
5}
o
o
ILDING |
|
|
i
|
i
|
i
|
i
|
SERTY :
i
|
i
|
i
|
i
|
|
ARD |
A

150"

100"

BULDING HEIGHT.

120

171.1"

2 | WEST (SIDE) ELEVATION

A3.3 | Scale: 1/8" = 1'-0"

100"

ROPERTY LINE

LIGHTWELL

150"

EXTERIOR FENESTRATION AND FINISHES TO MEET
U-FACTOR IN TITLE -24 ENERGY REPORT, TYPICAL

1 HR. CONSTRUCTION WITHIN 60" OF
PROPERTY LINE AND UNDER ALL
BAY WINDOWS.

PROPERTY LINE WALL NOTES

1 ALL WALLS WITHIN 60" OF PROPERTY LINE TO BE
ONE-HOUR; CONTINUOUS 5/8" GWB BOTH SIDE OF WALLS.
FIRE TAPE WHERE TONGUE AND GROVE NOT USED.

2 DECAY RESISTANT FINISHES; REDWOOD, CEDAR
PRESSURE TREATED PLYWOOD, TYP. ACCESSIBLE SIDES
MAY HAVE AN ADDITIONAL LAYER OF SIDING.

3 'Z'BAR FLASHING AT ALL HORIZONTAL NON-LAPPED
SEAMS.

4 EXPOSED WALLS TO BE FINISHED; METAL OR
CEMENTIOUS SIDING OR STUCCO WITH MAINTENANCE
FREE FINISH

(C) WHERE THE LOT SLOPES UPWARD
FROM A STREET AT THE CENTERLINE OF
THE BUILDING OR BUILDING STEP, SUCH
POINT SHALL BE TAKEN AT CURB LEVEL FOR
PURPOSES OF MEASURING THE HEIGHT OF
THE CLOSEST PART OF THE BUILDING
WITHIN 10 FEET OF THE PROPERTY LINE OF
SUCH STREET; AT EVERY OTHER
CROSS-SECTION OF THE BUILDING, AT
RIGHT ANGLES TO THE CENTERLINE OF THE
BUILDING OR BUILDING STEP, SUCH POINT
SHALL BE TAKEN AS THE AVERAGE OF THE
GROUND ELEVATIONS AT EITHER SIDE OF
THE BUILDING OR BUILDING STEP AT THAT
CROSS-SECTION.

TWO-HOUR ROOF IN

LIEU OF PARAPET AT
FRONT OF BUILDING
NEIGHBORING BUILDING
SHOWN DASHED
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FIRE BLOCKS

IN COMBUSTIBLE CONSTRUCTION, FIRE BLOCKING AND
DRAFT STOPPING SHALL BE INSTALLED TO CUT OFF ALL
CONCEALED DRAFT OPENINGS (BOTH VERTICAL AND
HORIZONTAL) AND SHALL FORM AN EFFECTIVE BARRIER
BETWEEN FLOORS, BETWEEN A TOP STORY AND A ROOF OR
ATTIC SPACE, AND SHALL SUBDIVIDE ATTIC SPACES,
CONCEALED ROOF SPACES AND FLOOR-CEILING
ASSEMBLIES. THE INTEGRITY OF ALL FIRE BLOCKS AND
DRAFT STOPS SHALL BE MAINTAINED.

WHERE REQUIRED:

1. FIRE BLOCKING SHALL BE PROVIDED IN CONCEALED
SPACES OF STUD WALLS AND PARTITIONS, INCLUDING
FURRED SPACES, AT THE CEILING AND FLOOR LEVELS AND
AT 10-FOOT INTERVALS BOTH VERTICAL AND HORIZONTAL.
2. ALL INTERCONNECTIONS BETWEEN CONCEALED VERTICAL
AND HORIZONTAL SPACES SUCH AS OCCUR AT SOFFITS,
DROP CEILINGS AND COVE CEILINGS.

3. IN CONCEALED SPACES BETWEEN STAIR STRINGERS AT
THE TOP AND BOTTOM OF THE RUN AND BETWEEN STUDS
ALONG AND IN LINE WITH THE RUN OF STAIRS IF THE WALLS
UNDER THE STAIRS ARE UNFINISHED.

4. IN OPENINGS AROUND VENTS, PIPES, DUCTS, CHIMNEYS,
FIREPLACES AND SIMILAR OPENINGS THAT AFFORD A
PASSAGE FOR FIRE AT CEILING AND FLOOR LEVELS, WITH
NONCOMBUSTIBLE MATERIALS.

5. AT OPENINGS BETWEEN ATTIC SPACES AND CHIMNEY
CHASES FOR FACTORY-BUILT CHIMNEYS.

708.2.1

FIRE BLOCK CONSTRUCTION. EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN ITEM
4 ABOVE, FIRE BLOCKING SHALL CONSIST OF 2 INCHES
NOMINAL LUMBER. FIRE BLOCKS MAY ALSO BE OF GYPSUM
BOARD, CEMENT FIBER BOARD, BATTS OR BLANKETS OF
MINERAL OR GLASS FIBER. LOOSE-FILL INSULATION
MATERIAL SHALL NOT BE USED AS A FIRE BLOCK UNLESS
SPECIFICALLY TESTED TO RETARD FLAME SPREAD.

708.2.2

DRAFT STOPS

WHEN THERE IS USABLE SPACE ABOVE AND BELOW THE
CONCEALED SPACE OF A FLOOR-CEILING ASSEMBLY IN A
SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING, DRAFT STOPS SHALL BE
INSTALLED SO THAT THE AREA OF THE CONCEALED SPACE
DOES NOT EXCEED 1,000 SQUARE FEET. DRAFT STOPPING
SHALL DIVIDE THE CONCEALED SPACE INTO
APPROXIMATELY EQUAL AREAS.

708.3.1.1.1

BAY WINDOW VOLUME SEE PLANS AND ELEVATIONS:

INSULATION NOTE:

1) INSULATE ALL CAVITIES BETWEEN CONDITIONED SPACES
AND EXTERIOR PER MF-1R ON ENERGY CALCULATION SHEET
, TYPICAL.

2) R-30 AT ROOF(S), R-13 AT WALLS, R-19 AT FLOORS UNLESS
OTHERWISE NOTED

3) VENTILATE (PROVIDE FREE AIR SPACE TO EXTERIOR)
ROOF AND AREAS BETWEEN CONDITIONED AND EXTERIOR
SPACES

4) R-13 AT ALL INTERIOR WALLS, R-19 AT ALL FLOORS
BETWEEN LIVING SPACES

5) ENERGY FORM CF-6R, INSULATION CERTIFICATES AND
INSTALLATION REQ'S BE POSTED ON THE JOB SITE DURING
CONSTRUCTION, AS REQ'D.
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FIRE RATING AND CONSTRUCTION TYPE KEY
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